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Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C., September 26, 1951. 
Hon. Joun R. Murpock, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Cuatrman: On June 23, 1951, I requested that the 
Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress prepare an 
index on volume 1 of the report of the President’s Water Resources 
Policy Commission. A copy of my letter to the Library of Congress 
is attached and is self-explanatory. 

In response to my request the Legislative Reference Service sent 
me an index for volume 1 of the report of the President’s Water 
Resources Policy Commission, prepared by Erin M. Woodall of the 
Economic Section. Certain minor changes in the index were made by 
James K. Carr, consultant on irrigation and reclamation. 

lam suggesting that this material be made available to the members 
of our committee and others who are working with us on a study of 
the report of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


JUNE 23, 1951. 
Dr. Ernest S. Grirrirs, 
Director, Legislative Reference Service, 
Library of Congress, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Duar Dr. Grirrirx: The Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives, of which I am chairman, has begun a study 
of the report of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission. 
Volume 1 of this report, which contains the official recommendations 
of the Commission, is the principal object of our study. 

This report is most comprehensive in its scope and covers a very 
wide range of subject matter, with considerable overlap between 
chapters. Because of this fact, we are finding it somewhat difficult 
to break the report down into workable units or subjects. 

An index to the report would be a great help to us in this respect. 
If it is possible for you to do so, | would, therefore, greatly appreciate 
your assigning someone on your staff to prepare such an index for 
the use of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cian ENGLE, 
Member of Congress. 
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INDEX FOR “A WATER POLICY FOR THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE”’ 


By Erin M. Woodall, Legislative Reference Section, Library of 
Congress, September 19, 1951 
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[COMMITTEE PRINT] 


INDIAN AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT ON HEARING 
HELD AT PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


The Subcommittee on Indian Affairs met with a delegation of Hopi 
Indians on March 27, 1951, at the Westward Ho Hotel, Phoenix, 
Ariz. The following members were present: Toby Morris, chairman; 
Chester B. McMullen; Wesley A. D’Ewart, and Norris Poulson. 

The chief complaint of the five Hopis who testified was that certain 
persons affiliated with the Indian Bureau were actively trying to pre- 
vent the formation of a Hopi Tribal Council. The Hopis stated that 
these persons constantly reminded their people that the council was 
illegal and therefore had no power to act. They requested the sub- 
committee to look into this matter. 

The representatives further complained that their children were not 
receiving an adequate education; that the Hopi children were being 
deprived of the use of the Keams Canyon School. They stated that 
they would like to see this school converted into a Hopi high school, 
and said they would not object to the Hopi children going to 
school with the Navajos as long as the school was under Hopi super- 
vision. 

The Indians testified that the Indian Bureau was partial to the 
Navajos in the administration of the Navajo-Hopi rehabilitation 
program; that the Navajos were receiving all the benefits of the pro- 
gram. 

In view of the differences of habit, culture, religion, etc., between 
themselves and the Navajos, the Hopis requested that their local 
agency be restored and that they be removed from the jurisdic tion 
of the. Window Rock area office. The Hopis maintained that the 
Window Rock office was not interested in them, and that Mr. Allan 
G. Harper, the area director, had never visited them. 

The Indian Affairs Subcommittee, after hearing the testimony of 
the Hopi delegation, recommends as follows: 

That the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, or his duly designated 
representative from the Bureau, be requested by Hon. John Murdock, 
chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, to advise the 
entire committee in writing as soon as possible of the views of the 
Bureau in regard to the matters set out in this report, together with 
any recommendation said Bureau may desire to make in regard 
thereto. 

That if the written statement is not sufficient upon which to act, 
the Commissioner, or his designated representative, appear in person 
for questioning relative to this matter. 


O 
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[COMMITTEE PRINT] 


INDIAN AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT ON HEARING 
HELD AT GRAND CANYON, ARIZ. 


The Indian Affairs Subcommittee, together with certain members 
of the entire Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, met at the 
Bright Angel Lodge, Grand Canyon, Ariz., on March 25, 1951, to 
hear the problems of the Havasupai (blue green water) and Hualapai 
(pine people) Indians. The following members were present: Toby 
Morris, chairman; — R. Murdock; Wayne N. Aspinall; ! Chester 
B. McMullen; Fred L. Crawford;' A. L: Miller;!Wesley A. D’Ewart; 
Norris Poulson; John P. Saylor;! William H. Harrison; J. Ernest 
Wharton.' 

Also present were Hon. Howard Pyle, Governor of Arizona, and 
Mr. H. Rex’ Lee, Associate Commissioner, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

The Havasupai Tribe consists of approximately 209 members, about 
150 of whom live on 500 acres of valley land located in a side canyon 
of the Grand Canyon. This reservation has been referred to as the 
Shangri-La of America because of its isolation and beauty. This 
valley land has been cultivated and irrigated, supplying its people 
with fruits and vegetables; however, the Havasupais do not sell their 
crops. 

Most of the tribal income is derived from the tourist business. 
They have tourist cabins and a tribal store which features Indian 
handicrafts. 

The Havasupais have requested assistance in building a shorter 
trail from the rim of Grand Canyon to their village which they believe 
would facilitate tourist travel. The only access to the village at this 
time is by horseback along a 14-mile trail on one side of the canyon 
and an 8-mile trail on the other side. If a new trail is built, it would 
be only 4 miles long, and the Indians feel it would encourage more 
people to make the trip. They believe the increase in tourist business 
by construction of a new trail would be sufficient to make them self- 
supporting. 

They also requested assistance in working out a hospitalization 
program with the Grand Canyon Hospital in order that they might 
have medical facilities at hand. 

The Havasupais feel that their present school is inadequate and 
they desire to merge with the public schools in Grand Canyon in 
order that their children might have the same education as others. 

The subcommittee then heard from the Hualapai Indians who are 
approximately 550 in number, living on a 9,970-acre reservation, all 
of which is range land. This reservation is located along Highway 66, 
approximately 100 miles west of Grand Canyon. 

In the past, the Hualapais’ principal source of income has been from 
the cattle industry, but they have had to reduce drastically the 
number of cattle due to extreme drought conditions. They therefore 
feel that they are being forced to turn to other sources of income. 
The Indians testified that they have a small stand of very fine pon- 
derosa pine and have recently been offered $26.10 a thousand feet 
from a Louisiana lumber company for their timber. This bid was on 


_ 
1 Not members of the Indian Affairs Subcommittee, 
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approximately 35,000,000 to 50,000,000 board feet. The Hualapais 
stated further that the Louisiana company has indicated that they 
would bring in sawmills close to the railroad and highways where 
Hualapai families could earn their living. However, the Office of 
Price Stabilization has refused to permit the tribe to sell their timber 
on the $26.10 bid because it was higher than the usual bid for Indian 
timber in that area. The Indians are upset and confused over the OPS 
order—they maintained that this timber sale would net the tribe about 
$80,000 a year, and further stated that about 35 to 50 million board 
feet could be cut on a sustained-yield basis; that such cutting would 
last about 16 years. They have requested the subcommittee to look 
into this matter and assist them in getting the Louisiana company bid. 

The Hualapai Indians also asked the Government’s assistance in 
digging deep wells and developing springs around Peach Springs, Ariz., 
which is the center of activity on the reservation. In 1931.the Govern- 
ment permitted the Santa Fe Railroad to assume ownership of the 
Peach Springs, but a 1946 court decision ruled that the railroad was 
not entitled to it. The Indians said that water is there to supply their 
needs but that they cannot obtain it unless they purchase it from the 
Santa Fe Railroad. They testified that the Santa Fe now wants to 
turn the springs back to the Indians because the he alth department is 
compl: uning about the unhealthy condition of the springs. It would 
take a substantial sum to rehabilitate the springs, and the Indians 
have requested governmental assistance in this matter and in digging 
deep wells in order to develop additional water supply for their cattle. 

The Indians also stated that they are now leasing certain lands to 
white businessmen in Peach Springs, which « -ontributes further to their 
income. 

The Hualapais urge the subcommittee to look into the matter of 
consolidating the public schools in Peach Springs with the Indian 
schools in order that their children might have a better education. 
Mr. Thomas Dodge, Superintendent of the Havasupai and Hualapai 
Reservations, stated that the Indian Bureau is now in the process of 
negotiating with the public school authorities in Peach Springs to 
combine the Indian and public schools. 

The Indians stated that they were in favor of the Central Arizona 
project as long as they would be permitted to have leasing concession 
rights since part of the project would be on their lands. They felt 
that the building of Bridge Canyon Dam would improve their 
economy. 

The Indian Affairs Subcommittee, after hearing the testimony of the 
Havasupai and Hualapai _ ans, recommends as follows: 

That the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, or his duly designated 
representative from the iuicais be requested by Hon. John Murdock, 
chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, to advise the 
entire committee in writing as soon as possible of the views of the 
Bureau in regard to the matters set out in this report, together with 
any recommendation said Bureau may desire to make in regard 
thereto. 

That the Bureau particularly include in its statement an estimate 
of the cost of the trail requested by the Havasupais. 

That if the written statement is not sufficient upon which to act, the 
Commissioner, or his designated representative, appear in person for 
questioning relative to this matter. 


O 
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[COMMITTEE PRINT] 
INFORMATION RELATING TO H. R. 1034 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 6. D.C. August 30, 1951 
Hon. Joun R. Murpock, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Re prese ntatives, Wash ington 85. D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Murpock: I am glad to comply with your request 
for an expression of the views of this Department on H. R. 1034, a 
bill to amend the authority given the Secretary of the Interior by the 
act of June 25, 1947, to construct the Paonia reclamation project, 
Colorado, and for other purposes. 

The principal objects which the bill, if enacted, would accomplish 
are these: 

(1) It would permit the construction of works to furnish supple- 
mental water to approximately 2,000 acres of arid lands, commonly 
referred to as the Minnesota unit of the Paonia project, over and 
above those covered by the authorization contained in the act of June 
25, 1947 (61 Stat. 181). Reservoir space sufficient to take care of 
the additional lands was provided in the 1947 authorization, but the 
remainder of the works required for this purpose was not included 
that authorization act. 

(2) It would authorize construction of a dam and reservoir at a site 
downstream from that provided for in the 1947 act. Foundation 
conditions of the site for which provision was made in the 1947 act 
have upon further investigation proved to be less desirable than those 
at the site provided for in the bill. The new dam site will provide 
a reservoir with a total storage capacity of 18,000 acre-feet and an 
active storage capacity of 11,000 acre-feet. 

(3) It would permit the extension of the 3-vear development period 
Lorbbeene for in the existing contract of the North Fork water con- 

ervancy district. It would also permit negotiation of other changes 
in the contract which are required by or are desirable in view of the 
inclusion of the Minnesota unit lands in the project. 

(4) It wouid authorize the making of appropriate nonreimbursable 
allocations of the costs of operating and maintaining, as well as of 
constructing, the project to flood control and to the preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife. Given the present estimated cost 
of constructing the project, approximately $74,000 would be allocated 
to the former function and approximate ‘Iv $71,000 to the latter. The 
allocations of operation and maintenance costs to these same functions 
would be equally modest. 

(5) It would provide, as did the act of June 28, 1949 (63 Stat. 277) 
which dealt with the completion of construction of the Eden project 
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Wyoming, for charging to net revenues derived from the sale of power 
from the Colorado River storage project that portion of the reim- 
bursable construction cost of the project which is beyond the ability 
of the water users to repay within the period provided in the act of 
June 25, 1947. It is presently estimated that the total cost of con- 
struction the Paonia project will be $6,354,700. Of this amount 
$6,209,800 is tentatively allocated to irrigation and will be reimburs- 
able. It is estimated that the water users will be able to repay at 
least $2,415,000. 

I have been informed that the Secretary of the Upper Colorado 
River Commission has canvassed the State representatives on the 
commission and that all of those representatives have advised, in 
effect, that the interests of their States will not be adversely affected 
by construction of the Paonia project in the manner provided in the 
bill. 

As noted above, the latest estimate of cost of the project is 
$6,354,700, and it is suggested that page 2, line 2 of the bill be appropri- 
ately amended. 

I also suggest that the clarifying phrase, “as authorized by the 
Act of August 14, 1946’, be added on page 2, line 11, after the word 
“wildlife” 

Paragraphs substantially the same as those above except with 
respect to the cost and allocation figures which are there given were 
contained in a report on H. R. 9244, Eighty-first Congress, a bill 
identical with H. R. 1034, which was submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget on September 19, 1950, for advice concerning its relation to 
the program of the President. By letter dated July 20, the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection 
to the submission of tne report to the Congress. His letter also co.- 
tains a statement of the conditions upon which enactment of the 
legislation would be without objection. A copy of Mr. Lawton’s 
letter is attached as requested by him. 

Sincerely yours, 
WituraM E. Warne, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
' Bureau oF THE BupGet, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 20, 1951. 
The honorable the Secrerary OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter 
dated September 19, 1950, submitting copies of your proposed report 
to the chairman of the Committee on Public Lands of the House of 
Representatives on H. R. 9244, Eighty-first Congress, first session, a 
bill to amend the authority given the Secretary of the Interior by 
the act of June 25, 1947, to construct the Paonia reclamation project, 
Colorado, and for other purposes 

Since receiving your letter, H. R. 9244 and its companion bill, 
3964, have been reintroduced in identical form in the Eighty-see Se 
Congress, first session, as H. R. 1034 and S. 358. These bills would 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior (1) to construct a dam and 
reservoir on Muddy Creek primarily for irrigation purposes, (2) to 
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modify an existing repayment contract, (3) to make certain nonreim- 
bursable allocations, and (4) to set aside in a special account such 
reimbursable costs as are beyond the ability of the water users to 
repay and to liquidate such account by application of net revenues 
derived from the sale of power generated by the Colorado River 
storage project. 

As set forth in the regional director’s report of February 1951, the 
amended project is estimated to cost $6,354,700, of which $144,900 
would be nonreimbursable, with allocations of $70,800 to fish and 
wildlife conservation and $74,100 to flood control. The balance of 
the estimated cost, amounting to $6,209,800, which is all allocated 
to irrigation, is reimbursable. It is proposed that the water users 
repay $2,415,200 over a 68-year period as provided in the act of June 
25, 1947. The North Fork water conservancy district, as the prin- 
cipal contracting entity and administrator for the project, has exe- 
cuted a contract to repay $2,320,000, the amount allocated to water 
users as stated in Senate Document No. 61, Eightieth Congress, first 
session. The balance of $95,200 to be repaid bv the water users 
would be provided under a repayment contract by the Minnesota 
division on the basis of annual payments of $1,400 over a 68-year 
period. The remaining $3,794,606 of reimbursable allocations, con- 
sidered to be beyond the ability of the water users to repay, 1s to be 
provided from net revenues derived from the sale of power generated 
at the hydroelectric plants of the Colorado River storage project in 
the upper basin when such plants are constructed. 

The original Paonia project, as authorized under reclamation law on 
March 18, 1939, to provide supplemental water to 7,782 acres, was 
estimated to cost $994,000. * Preconstruction investigations, however, 
revealed unfavorable dam site conditions not previously apparent that 
led to a revision of the project plan in 1940 which did not prove to be 
acceptable to the water users. In February 1946, a second revision 
of project plans to irrigate 14,750 acres, published as Senate Docu- 
ment No. 61, syne th Congress, was authorized by Congress on 
June 25, 1947, at an estimated cost of $3,030,000. Under the present 
proposal which will cost $6,354,700, the irrigated area would be in 
creased to 17,040 acres. Spring Creek Dam would be constructed 
at a newly selected site B on Muddy Creek 1 mile above its junction 
with the North Fork River to create a reservoir with a storage capacity 
of 18,000 acre-feet. Fire Mountain Canal would be enlarged from its 
beginniag at Somerset, Colo., to Leroux Creek, a distance of 30 
miles, to increase the natural stream flow. The canal would also be 
extended about 24 miles to serve lands on Rogers Mesa that hereto- 
fore have been irrigated from Leroux Creek. The Leroux Creek 
water thus released from Rogers Mesa would be diverted into the 
higher Overland Canal which is also planned to be improved and en- 
larged over about 3'5 miles for the purpose of augmenting the present 
irrigation supply for lands on Redlands Mesa. A newly proposed 
Minnesota division addition to the project would utilize 2,000 acre- 
feet of the active storage in the Sprmg Creek Reservoir to provide 
supple mental water for 2,010 acres of presently irrigated land. 

The estimated average annual benefits total $257,673, of which 
$146,973 are direct benefits and $110,700 are todirect benefits. To 
determine the ratio of benefits to cost, project construction costs were 
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converted to an average annual equivalent basis by amortization of 
the initial cost of project developments over a 100-year period at 
2% percent interest with proper allowances provided for interest 
duri ing construction and salvage values. The annual equivalent costs 
of project development thus determined were found to be $185,600. 
Adding $5,400 for increased operation, maintenance, and replace- 
ments and $21,200 as a proposed proportionate share of the Colorado 
River storage regulatory features, the total average annual costs 
amount to $212,200. Thus, a comparison of the estimated average 
annual benefits ($257,673) with annual equivalent costs ($212,200) 
produces a favorable benefit-cost ratio of 1.21 to 1. 

It is our understanding that the report of February 1951 on the 
Paonia project is not being circulated to other Federal agencies ~ 
concerned State agencies for comments because it is considered + 
supplement to the Colorado River storage project and saradipatiig 
projects report dated December 1950. Administrative Assistant 
Secretary Northrop’s letter of February 15, 1951, indicates that the 
Colorado River storage project re port, of which the Paonia project is 
recommended as one of the participating projects, is now being re- 
viewed by concerned agencies. Without having comments on the 
amended Paonia project report from other agencies, as usually pro- 
vided, we can only refer to comments previously submitted by such 
agencies on other reports of the Bureau of Reclamation. \ 

The Department of Agriculture consistently questions the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s economic evaluation procedures and the validity of 
certain assumptions in estimating benefits resulting from irrigation, 
se ‘ularly those credited as indirect benefits, w hich in the case of 
the Paonia project amount to over 40 percent of the total ee 
Other agencies have referred to the propriety of using a 100-y 
period for purposes of benefit-cost analysis and expressed the view 
that experience has demonstrated no longer period than.50 years is 
justified for economic analyses. ‘ 

The Secretary of the Army, in commenting on S. 358 under date of 
April 20, 1951, stated that the final report on the Paonia project had 
not been submitted to the Department of the Army and consequently 
no comment cou'd be made on the flood-control features and the non- 
reimbursable allocations ascribed to flood-control benefits. The 
Secretary further comments on the provision in S. 358 authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to make nonreimbursable allocation of cost 
to flood control, stating that such provision would be in conflict with 
section 9b of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 which requires the 
Secretary of the Interior, in making the allocation of cost to flood 
control, to consult with the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of 
the Army. 

The proposed repayment plan contemplates the application of a 
portion of net revenues to be derived from the sale of power generated ‘ 
at hydroelectric power plants in the upper colorado River Basin as a 
subsidy to this project when such plants are authorized and con- 
structed. It is assumed from the discussion in the report that the 
application of such power revenues would include the use of the 
interest component on the power investment. The President’s 
position with regard to the use of the interest component on the power 
Investment as an irrigation subsidy was discussed in the Director’s 
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letter of July 17, 1950, on the Palisades project. The Director’s 
letter on the Palisades project stated: 

The President has neither approved nor disapproved such action from the 
standpoint of national policy. Furthermore, while it is recognized that the Solicitor 
of the Department of the Interior had issued an opinion that the interest com- 
ponent on the power investment could be so applied, the President has not indi- 
cated agreement that the present law should be so interpreted. He is reserving 
judgme nt on the issue - nding the re port of the Water Resources Policy Commis- 


sion. We cannot, therefore, at this time state whether such procedure would be 
in accord with the President’s program. 


It is noted in your reply to the comments of the Federal Power Commissior on 
the Palisades repor: chat you include a memorandum entitled ‘The Intere st 
Component Feature of the ( ‘omprehensive Plan for the Columbia River Basin,” 
which was presented in justification of the Columbia River Basin account. This 
statement conveys the impression that the’ President’s approval of the establish- 
ment of the Columbia Basin account as an accounting tool to record repayments 
of the capital investment includes approval of the basin-wide use of the interest 
component to assist in repaying irrigation construction costs of any project covered 
by the plan. This, of course, would be an erroneous interpretation of the Presi- 
dent’s position as outlined above. Regardless of the question of the use of the 
interest component, however, any proposal to include the Palisades project in a 
Columbia Basin account would be premature since such an account has not been 
authorized. 

The Water Resources Policy Commission has submitted its report 
to the President and its recommendations are now under review and 
analysis within the executive branch. Until the President has had an 
opportunity to appraise the findings of his Water Resources Policy 
Commission in the light of all available data, his position remains as 
stated above. 

The data contained in the Bureau of Reclamation regional director’s 
amended report of February 1951 indicate the Paonia project to be a 
desirable irrigation improvement. While the water users can repay 
only about 40 percent of the costs allocated to irrigation develop- 
ments, it may be that the indirect local and national benefits are of 
such nature and magnitude as to warrant the United States subsidiz- 
ing the irrigation improvement costs above and beyond the amounts 
which the irrigators can repay. In this respect some recognition 
might be given to clearly differentiating the social benefits and na- 
tional interests from those for which reimbursement should be required 
and also to considering the possibility of reimbursements for secondary 
benefits from local and State agencies according to such benefits. 
In view of the existing issues regarding the use of power revenues to 
subsidize irrigation improvement costs, it would seem to be preferable 
in the specific case of the Paonia project if it is authorized to adopt 
somewhat the same thought conveyed in your proposed report on 
H. R. 9244 that the amount of construction costs allocated to irriga- 
tion which is above the water users’ ability to repay be written off 
as nonreimbursable, particularly since it is not known whether there 
will be any net revenues from power. ‘This would appear to be justi- 
fied, however, only if a definite showing can be made that the project 
would bring about sufficient indirect local and national benefits or 
other advantages to warrant such additional Federal subsidy. 

Accordingly, you are advised that, while there would be no objection 
to the submission of the proposed report to the Congress, authoriza- 
tion of the project would be without objection only if, in accordance 
with above comments, (1) the indirect local and national benefits 
that will result from the construction of the project can be shown to 
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justify the proposed Federal subsidy, and (2) that the irrigation costs 
beyond the ability of the water users to repay be considered nonreim- 
bursable until such time as net power revenues (excluding the interest 
component) from the upper Colorado River storage project become 
available for application to such costs. 

If authorized by the Congress, any estimate of appropriation for 
initiation of the project must be justified in accordance with the 


policy set forth in the President’s letter dated July 21, 1950, which ? 
directed that all civil works be considered with the objective, as far 
as practicable, of deferring, curtailing, or slowing down those projects 
which do not directly contribute to national defense or to civilian 
requirements essential to the changed international situation, or as 
may later be modified. 
In submitting whatever report you deem appropriate to the Con- 
gress, it will be appreciated if you will include a copy of this letter 
with your report. 
Sincerely yours, 
Ff. J. Lawron, Director. 
MEMORANDUM ON LEGISLATION REGARDING PAONIA PROJECT, 
COLORADO 
(Prepared by James K. Carr, Consultant on Irrigation and 


Reclamation) 


The Paonia project, Colorado, is located on the headwaters of the 
North Fork of the Gunnison River, a tributary to the Colorado River 
in west-central Colorado. 


PAST AND PRESENT LEGISLATION REGARDING THE PAONIA PROJECT 


Legislation passed and proposed affecting the project includes: 

a) 5S. 358 and H. R. 1034, Eightv-second Congress, 1951. 

(b) S. 3964 and H. R. 9244, Eighty-first Congress, 1950. 

c) H. R. 3148 (Public Law 117), Eightieth Congress, 1947. 

(7) Finding of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior in accord- 
ance (36 Stat. 835) and (43 Stat. 701), 1939. 


PURPOSES OF THE PROJECT 


The project would provide: 
(2) Supplemental water supply for 14,830 acres. 
(b) New water supply for 2,210 acres. 
Cc Flood protection 
(7) Improvement of fish and wildlife resources, and recreational 
opportunities. 


REASONS GIVEN FOR ACTION ON H. R. 1034 


Action is urged by the Colorado congressional delegation on the 
1951 legislation because 

(a) The usefulness of the Fire Mountain canal extension and en- 
largement which is almost complete will be greatly expanded if the 
storage dam is constructed. 
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(b) The base for repayment will be broadened by reauthorization 
to include the lands of the Minnesosta unit. This is important in 
view of rising construction costs. 

(c) Even higher construction costs will result ultimately if the 
present construction staff has to be disbanded and reassembled at a 
later date. Work on the enlargement of the Fire Mountain canal 
will be completed in June 195] and extension of the canal is scheduled 
for completion in December 1951. 

(d) Full recovery of the construction costs would be assured if 
Paonia project reimbursable costs are accounted for as a participating 
project in the proposed Colorado River storage project. 


REASON ACTION WAS NOT TAKEN IN 1950 


Action was not taken in 1950 on proposed legislation (S. 3964 and 
H. R. 9244) apparently because 

(a) A further report was being prepared by the regional director of 
the Bureau of Reclamation at Salt Lake City which would contain 
information to answer questions raised by the Bureau of the Budget. 

(6) Another report was being prepared on the Colorado River 
storage project which would ine ‘lude the Paonia project as one of the 
participating projects. 


OBJECTIVES OF H. R. 1034 


The 1951 legislation proposed to authorize a project to cost approxi- 
mately $6,191,000 requiring construction of the same physical features 
of the project included in the 1947 reauthorization for $3,030,000. 

The 1951 legislation would also provide for 

(a) Extension of the development period provided for in the repay- 
ment contract entered into by the North Fork water conservancy 
district. 

(6) Make such other provisions in said contract as so modified 
are required to carry out the project as herein authorized. 

(c) To make a nonreimbursable allocation to flood control of 
$74,100. 

(7) To make a nonreimbursable allocation to preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife of $70,800. 

(e) To make any additional nonreimbursable allocations for other 
functions which might be made generally applicable. to reclamation 
projects by the Congress in the future. 

(f) Set aside in a special account such reimbursable construction 
costs of the projects as are bevond the ability of the water users to 
repay with 68 vears. 

(g) To liquidate the amount set aside in such a special account by 
application of net revenues from the upper Colorado River account 
derived from the sale of power generated at the proposed hydroelectric 
plants of the Colorado River storage project in the upper basin when 
such plants are constructed. 

The 1951 proposed legislation (S. 358 and H. R. 1034) is identical 
to the 1950 legislation proposed in S. 3964 and H. R. 9244. 
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OBJECTIVES OF 1947 LEGISLATION 


The 1947 legislation (H. R.-3143—now Public Law 117—Eightieth 
Congress) authorized a project to cost $3,030,000 requiring 
(a) Construction of a 14,000 acre-feet reservoir on Muddy Creek, 
a tributary to the Gunnison River. 
(b) Enlargement and extension of Fire Mountain canal. 
Reconstruction and enlargement of the Overland canal. 
Po 1947 legislation also provided for 
) Reauthorization of the $994,000, 1939 project findings of feasi- 
ili y cove ring construction of two reservoirs. 


) Reappropriation of unexpended construction funds which 
amount to approximately $800,000. 


) Repayment of $2,920,000 reimbursable costs in 68 years by 


she water users to be served immediately by the project, exclusive of 
- ‘ve ee nt period. 


Allocation of $600,000 for reservoir storage for use on lands not 
now in the project. 


(5) Allocation of $78,000 to fish and wildlife benefits. 
Allocation of $32,000 nonreimbursable costs to flood control. 


REASONS FOR 1947 REAUTHORIZATION 


The 1947 reauthorization of the project was required because- 
(1) Further engineering investigations suggested a change in the 
1939 plan which had consisted of Horse Ranch Dam on Anthracite 
I 


Creek and Beaver Dam on the East Fork of Minnesota Creek. 
(2) The 1939 project costs would be increased by the 1947 plan 


consisting of the Spring Creek Dam on Muddy Cre ek, canal extension, 
enlarge ‘ment. and reconstruction. 


DESCRIPTION OF THE LATEST PLAN 


The project plan as described in the regional director’s report of 
February 12, 1951, is as follows: 


The Spring Creek Dam would be constructed to a height of 166 feet above 
stream bed at site B on Muddy Creek 1 mile above its junction with the North 
Fork River. The reservoir formed by the dam would have a capacity of 18,000 
acre-feet, of which 11,000 acre-feet would be active and 7,000 acre-feet would be 
reserved by sediment retention and dead storage. The existing Fire Mountain 
canal diverting from the North Fork River 5 miles below the Spring Creek Dam 
would be enlarged and extended. (The enlargement is nearing completion.) 
The enlarged canal would be capable of diverting an increased amount of natural 
stream flow during the early irrigation season and in late season its supply would 
be supplemented by water released from the reservoir. In this manner the irri- 
g gation water supply for lands under the Fire Mountain canal would be improved 
a through its extension the canal would also serve lands on Rogers Mesa that 
heretofore have been irrigated from Leroux Creek, a tributary of the North Fork 
River. The Leroux Creek water thus released from Rogers Mesa would be 
diverted into the higher Overland canal, which would be improved and enlarged 
for this purpose, and used to augment the present irrigation supply for lands on 
Redlands Mesa 

Beginning at a point on the Fire Mountain canal 9 miles below its head, the 
Minnesota siphon would be constructed to convey part of the water southward 
12,000 feet across the North Fork River to the existing Minnesota canal. 
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COST ESTIMATES AND REPAYMENT 


The cost estimates for the project according to the regional director 
are: 


Project construction cost (exelusive of $78,000 of nonreimbursable , o92 
money for investigations and surveys expended principally from the $o,°% 
Colorado River development fund) SH-35+4+-FA 

Annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs jas 18, 300 


A tentative allocation of cost and proposed repayment is as follows: 


Source of payment revenue 


Pu oe N in ; oR 
BG F77, 700 # 4,037, 536 

Ir ition 6-209; 800) $2, 415, 20K Sa Pot Hey 
Fis! ad wiidl ynservation 70, 800 $70. 800 
Flood ntrol 74, 100 74, 100 
ss 592 600 ; sal 
Total FG) asada 2. 415, 200 a7 4, 400 144, 900 
Irrigation 18, 300 18, 300 4,022, 5%¢p os 


The benefit-cost ratio, according to the latest report of the regional 
director, is 1.21 to 1. 
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